
I"!, Xoyt H .  k?1:elchel, Js. 
lr"l?elchel,PheLchel f Cnrltan 
Attorneys at Lnw 
26 ScconJ Avenue, S.W. 
Idoultrie, Georgia 31768 

Dear Kr. Vkelchel: 

T h i s  is in reference to A c t  P!os, 277 (l1.B. 436)  
1965 Georgia Ccneral Asserrbly and 1448  (Il.B. 2092) 1 9 7 2  
Georgia General Assexbly, aslending the Charter of the 
C i t y  of !-'ioultrie to provide a majority vote requirement 
in the C i t y  nayoral and councilnanic elections and 
changes in corporate l imi t s  and in terns of office of 
t h o  uayor and council, submitted to the Attorney General 
pursuent  to Scction 5 of t h e  Voting P-ights ?at of 1965, 
as amended. Ycur submissicn was received on A r , r i l  27, 
1977. 

In regard to Scction 4 of Act IJo. 1448, which 
provides for a change in dates 0 4  the terns of office 
of tile mayor and council, the Xttornay C-e ra1  does not 
interpose any objection. IIowever, we Eeel a resporisibility 
to point 'out tha t  Section 5 of tho Voting Rights A c t  
expressly provides t h a t  the failure of the Attorney Gmeral 
to object do26 not bar any subsequent judicial action to 
enjoin the enforcement of such change. 

I understand that you informed 1.k. Joseph Sappey 
of my staff in a telephone conversation that the 
annexations which have occurred in Moultrie since 1972 
will be submitted i r r  the near future. Therefore, tho 
P-ttorncy General at this tine will maks no determfnation 
regarding the changes in corporate l h i t s  to the C i t y  of 
Ploultris, 



In rsgard to Scction 5 of Act ITo. 277 (1965) 
and Sectioi~2 of Act: No.  1446 (1972), which provide 
for a majority vote r e q u i r m e n t  in C i t y  mayoral and 
coaicih~anicelections, we have given careful con-
sideration to the infornation furnished by you, as 
well as demographic data, the decision in Cross v. 
Baxter, C.A. No. 76-20 (M.D. Ga, ivby 10, l g m
-inmation furnished by other interested parties. 
O u r  analysis reveals t h a t  blacks c o n s t i t u t e  approximately 
35 percent of the population in i -?~ultr ie ,that no blacks 
were elected to the c i t y  council until the majority vote 
requixeinent was removed, and that bloc voting along 
racial lines may e x i s t ,  

Rccent court decisions, to which wc feel obligated 
to give great weight, suggest that in the context of 
an at-large election system a majority vote requirement 
may have the effect of abridging minority voting 
r ights .  Sce  White 412 U . S ,  755, 766-67 
(1973); Zimmer v. F. 2d 1297, 1305 (5th 
Cir, 1973=f Id of the const i tut ionkl  
views expressed by the Court of Appeals" -sub nom, 
East-Carroll School Hoard v. Ciars11a11, 4 2 4  U,S. 636 
n976); w a r d of Scperviaors of Hinds 
C o u n t y ,  Xo. 75-2212 (5*-), slip 
-ion at 8,  

On the basis of our analysis, we are unable to 
conclude, as we must under tho Voting ~fghtsA c t ,  that 
the aajority vote requirement will not have a racially 
d i s c r h b t o r y  effect on *e conduct of  elections in 
Moultrie. Accordingly, on behalf of the Attorney 
General I must interpose an objection to the implemen-
tation of the change to electing city council positions 
by majority requirement, 

Of course, as provided by Scction 5 of the Voting 
Rights Act ,  you have the t i g h t  to seek a declaratory , 

judgment from the D i s t r i c t  Court for the D i s t r i c t  of 
~olunbiathat this change does not have the purpose and 
will not have the effect of denying or abridging the 



3a;::en E. Turner 
l c t iag ?.saistant  P..ttc3rn\)y Ccnara1 

cSvi1 nights :?ivissi ~ a  


